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 -----Original Message-----  

From: Christy Lawson [mailto:CLawson@buttscounty.org]  

Sent: Thursday, May 10, 2012 10:19 AM  

To: Moore, Margaret  

Subject: RE: I-75 Express Lanes  

 

Margaret,  

Thank you for the information below. As you already stated we already have the I-75 

Interchanges located in Butts County designated to be Highway Activity Centers, 

therefore, I do not foresee any other land uses changes at either of these intersections 

due to the I-75 Express Lanes in Henry County.  

Thank you again for the information. It was very helpful in getting a better 

understanding and location as to what GDOT is doing in Henry County.  

Christy Lawson, Zoning Administrator  

Butts County Community Services Department  

625 West Third Street, Ste. 3  

Jackson, Georgia 30233  

P - 770-775-8210 ext. 2305  

F - 770-775-8225  

 

-----Original Message-----  

From: Moore, Margaret [mailto:Margaret.Moore@parsons.com]  

Sent: Thursday, May 10, 2012 9:50 AM  

To: Christy Lawson  

Subject: I-75 Express Lanes  

 

I left a phone message for you earlier this week. My firm is under contract to Georgia 

Department of Transportation on the I-75 Express Lanes in Henry County. More 

information on the project can be found on the project web site:  

http://www.dot.state.ga.us/travelingingeorgia/expresslanes/I75expresslanes/Pages/def

ault.aspx  

GDOT has specifically asked us to get your opinion regarding potential land use and 

zoning changes in Butts County if the project is constructed. I have already done 

research using your Community Assessment plan and understand that the interchanges 

with I-75 are already planned as Highway Activity Centers. If you think that this project 

could induce further land use changes, we need confirmation of that from you by 

May18th.  

Thank you so much for your assistance in this matter,  

Margaret Moore  

Parsons Transportation Group  
Bus./Cell: (757) 374-5760 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

DATE: April 30, 2012 

TO: File 647468 

FROM: Margaret Moore 

 

SUBJECT: Clayton County Land Use  

  PI No. 0009156-9157 

  Phone Call Clayton County Zoning Administrator Casey Krzic 

 

cc: Stuart Tyler, Kevin McKeen 

 

Phone conversation with Clayton County Zoning Administrator Casey Krzic on April 30, 2012: 

 

I contacted Mr. Krzic to discuss the potential indirect and cumulative land use impacts due to the 

I-75 express lanes.  We briefly discussed the project.  

 

I asked his opinion on the future land use proposed for the corridor.  We discussed that the 

project does not extend greatly into Clayton County and that the areas surrounding both I-75 and 

I-675 are almost completely developed now.   

 

I asked if the development that is planned for and expected by the county would occur without 

the project.  He stated that the county does not expect additional future development in these 

interstate corridors in the area of the project.  
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MEMORANDUM 

 

DATE: January 9, 2012 

TO: File 647468 

FROM: Margaret Moore 

 

SUBJECT: Henry County Land Use  

  PI No. 0009156-9157 

  Phone Call Henry County Planning Director Cheri Hobson-Matthews 

cc: Stuart Tyler, Kevin McKeen 

 

Phone conversation with Henry County Planning Director Cheri Hobson-Matthews on January 9, 

2012: 

I contacted Ms. Mathews to discuss the potential indirect and cumulative land use impacts due to 

the I-75 express lanes.  We briefly discussed the general alternatives and congestion pricing.  She 

had attended the public meeting and understood the new Jonesboro Road dedicated access 

alternative.  She wanted clarity on the tolls, would they be set or vary?  I told her that to my 

knowledge, they would vary in order to maintain a minimum speed of 45 mph.  I discussed other 

similar projects with her and after the call I forwarded her information on FHWA’s congestion 

pricing webinar series. 

Ms. Matthews noted that 87% of the county’s employed population is commuting northwest out 

of the county.  They have significant freight traffic in the county.  Much of the industrial 

development is warehousing.  In addition, many residents use I-75 as a local roadway, i.e. using 

it for one interchange.   

I asked her opinion on the future land use proposed for the corridor.  A suburban employment 

center from Hudson Bridge through Jodeco Road to Jonesboro Road is already planned for by 

the county and is to include high density residential development, corporate offices, and retail 

uses.  To support this and to ensure good access between these areas, the county is considering 

some kind of parallel roadway to I-75, the Patrick Henry Parkway. 

I asked her if the development that is planned for and expected by the county would occur 

without the project.  She concurred that it would.  We discussed the land use at all the 

interchanges and in the county south of the project. 

At new the Jonesboro Road access, the parcels within the new ROW are zoned commercial.  

There are several new residential developments that are close to planning completion 

(infrastructure is in, the county is waiting on a final plat).  There is one other parcel that is 

already zoned for residential but has not developed yet. 

The County’s biggest concern is the new park and ride at Jodeco.  The GRTA express route due 

to serve it will not have access to the managed lanes. 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

DATE: May 3, 2012 

TO: File 647468 

FROM: Margaret Moore 

 

SUBJECT: Spalding County Land Use  

  PI No. 0009156-9157 

  Phone Call Spalding County Director of Community Development, Chad Jacobs 

 

cc: Stuart Tyler, Kevin McKeen 

 

Phone conversation with Spalding County Director of Community Development, Chad Jacobs on 

May 3: 

 

I contacted Mr. Jacobs to discuss the potential indirect and cumulative land use impacts due to 

the I-75 express lanes.  I explained the project and we briefly discussed the alternatives. 

 

We discussed that I-75 does not travel through Spalding County and that some traffic to Atlanta 

travels on US 41 and GA 3.  We discussed the potential interchange at Jenkinsburg Road and the 

potential for land use changes if that interchange was implemented.  [Note:  This interchange is 

not in Plan 2040.]   

 

I asked his opinion on the future land use proposed for the eastern part of the county.  I asked if 

the development that is planned for and expected by the county would occur without the project.  

He concurred with that statement and that any induced land use changes would most likely occur 

due to construction of a Jenkinsburg Road interchange.  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

 

STATE OF GEORGIA 

  ____________________             

 

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE 

 

 

FILE P.I.#s 0009156 and 0009157 OFFICE  Environmental Services 

 

  DATE  April 25, 2012 

FROM   Madeline L. White 

 

TO Files  

 

 

SUBJECT GDOT  Projects CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157), Henry County,  

  P.I. #s 0009156 and 0009157; HP #100121-005: 

  Project Reevaluation Memo to File 

 

Attached is the Project Reevaluation Memo to File, prepared by Edwards-Pitman Environmental, 

Inc. of Smyrna, Georgia for the subject projects.  The projects were reevaluated due to several 

design changes.  Since there is no change to the original effects determination to the National 

Register eligible Horseshoe Farm, and the changes have resulted in the removal of the National 

Register eligible Brannan Farm and Rowan House from the proposed projects’ area of potential 

effects, the Department agrees that no further documentation under Section 106 is required and 

the memo is distributed to the Georgia SHPO and FHWA their project file. 

 

 

MLW/ 

 

cc:   David Crass, Deputy SHPO, w/attachment 

        Rodney N. Barry, P.E., FHWA, w/attachment (Attn: Chetna Dixon) 

        Steve Price, GDOT NEPA 

        Grant Hudson, Edwards-Pitman Environmental, Inc. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

 

STATE OF GEORGIA 

  ____________________             

 

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE 

 

 

FILE P.I.#s 0009156 and 0009157 OFFICE  Environmental Services 

 

  DATE  August 16, 2012 

FROM   Madeline L. White 

 

TO Files  

 

 

SUBJECT GDOT  Projects CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157), Henry County,  

  P.I. #s 0009156 and 0009157; HP #100121-005: 

  Project Reevaluation Memo to File 

 

Attached is the Project Reevaluation Memo to File, prepared by Edwards-Pitman Environmental, 

Inc. of Smyrna, Georgia for the subject projects.  The projects were reevaluated due to several 

design changes.  Since there is no change to the original effects determination to the National 

Register eligible Horseshoe Farm, and the changes occurred within the original Area of Potential 

Effects, the Department agrees that no further documentation under Section 106 is required and 

the memo is distributed to the Georgia SHPO and FHWA their project file. 

 

 

MLW/ 

 

cc:   David Crass, Deputy SHPO, w/attachment 

        Rodney N. Barry, P.E., FHWA, w/attachment (Attn: Chetna Dixon) 

        Bobby Dollar, GDOT NEPA 

        Grant Hudson, Edwards-Pitman Environmental, Inc. 
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From: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov [mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov]  

Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2011 10:24 AM 

To: Chamblin, Douglas; Westberry, Lisa; Pete_Pattavina@fws.gov; Williams, Rich 

Cc: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov 

Subject: No Effect Determination- GDOT Project CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157), PI 0009156 & 

0009157, Clayton and Henry Counties 

 

Based on the information presented in the March 2011 Ecology Assessment, FHWA has 

determined that the proposed action would have no effect on federally threatened or endangered 

species in Clayton and Henry Counties.  The proposed project would not result in a take under 

the Bald  and Golden Eagle Act. If you have any comments or questions, please advise. 

 

Thanks- 

 

Chetna P. Dixon 

Environmental Coordinator 

FHWA-GA Division 

61 Forsyth Street, Suite 17T100 

Atlanta, GA 30303 

  

404.562.3655 (phone) 

404.562.3703 (fax) 

  

email: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov 

 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail    

 

mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov
mailto:[mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov]
mailto:Pete_Pattavina@fws.gov
mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov
mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov
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From: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov [mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov]  

Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2011 10:30 AM 

To: Chamblin, Douglas; Westberry, Lisa; Pete_Pattavina@fws.gov; Williams, Rich 

Cc: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov 

Subject: Request to Initiate FWCA Coordination: GDOT Project CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157), PI 

0009156 & 0009157-Henry and Clayton Counties (Stream 24) 

 

The subject project is described in GDOT’s correspondence and the Ecology Assessment 

transmitted under cover letter dated April 28, 2011.  The proposed project involves the 

construction of a reversible barrier separated managed lane system along southbound I-75.  The 

proposed project begins at SR 166 and ends approximately 600 feet north of the SB off ramp to 

SR 138.  The total length of proposed project is 12.24 miles. 

The project  would result in impacts to  Stream 24, an unnamed tributary of Reeves Creek 

(Stream 23).  Stream 24 is a fully impaired intermittent stream.  The stream is located within the 

median one mile southeast of I-75 underpass on Stockbridge Road (SR 138).  The maintained 

ROW existing beyond the vegetative buffer of Stream 24.  The proposed project would place the 

stream in a new culvert.   Approximately 50 linear feet (0.005 acre) would result in permanent 

impacts by the proposed project.  Due to the placement of an open reach of the stream into a new 

culvert, consultation with USFWS is required  for Stream 24.  The proposed work would 

temporarily encroach (associated with clearing of vegetation) upon approximately 550 linear feet 

(0.631 acre or 27, 500 square feet) of vegetative buffer along the left and right downstream bank 

of Stream 24.  A stream buffer variance would be required for Stream 24. 

The total amount of impacts to intermittent streams would be approximately 75 linear feet (0.007 

acre).  The total amount of impacts to perennial and intermittent streams along the proposed 

project corridor would be approximately 395 linear feet (0.135 acre).  The total amount of 

compensatory perennial and intermittent stream mitigation would be required for the 

construction of the proposed project is 1,348 credits. 

We believe that the impacts to Stream 24 are unavoidable and that the mitigation proposed is 

adequate to compensate for these impacts.  We request your concurrence with this 

determination.  If you require  additional information, please advise. 

Thanks- 

Chetna P. Dixon 

Environmental Coordinator 

FHWA-GA Division 

61 Forsyth Street, Suite 17T100 

Atlanta, GA 30303 

404.562.3655 (phone) 

404.562.3703 (fax) 

email: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov 

mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov
mailto:[mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov]
mailto:Pete_Pattavina@fws.gov
mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov
mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov
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From: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov [mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov]  

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2012 1:39 PM 

To: Pete_Pattavina@fws.gov; Chamblin, Douglas 

Cc: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov 

Subject: No Effect Determination for GDOT Proejct CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157), PI 0009156, 0009157, 

Henry and Clayton Counties 

 

Based on the information presented in the  April 2012 Addendum to the Ecology Resource 

Survey and Assessment, FHWA has determined the proposed action would have no effect on 

federally listed  threatened/endangered species  and critical habitat in Clayton and Henry 

Counties.  In addition, the proposed project would not result in a take and would have no effect 

to bald eagles. If you have any comments or questions, please advise. 

 

Thanks, 

 

 

Chetna P. Dixon | FHWA GA Division 

Environmental Coordinator 

::  404.562.3655 office  

::  chetna.dixon@dot.gov 

::  61 Forsyth Street, Ste 17T100; Atlanta, GA 30303 

 

 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail    

 

 

 

mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov
mailto:[mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov]
mailto:Pete_Pattavina@fws.gov
mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov
mailto:peter.stephanos@dot.gov
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From: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov [mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov]  

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2012 1:49 PM 
To: Chamblin, Douglas; Pete_Pattavina@fws.gov 

Cc: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov 
Subject: RE: Request to Initiate FWCA Coordination: GDOT Project CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157), PI 

0009156 & 0009157-Henry and Clayton Counties (Stream 24) 

 
The subject project is described in GDOT’s correspondence and Addendum to the Approved 

Ecology Resource Survey and Assessment dated April 9, 2012 .  Note revised pages of the report 

were emailed to FHWA on 5/14/12.  

 

Previous FWCA coordination occurred on June 9, 2011 for channel loss associated with Stream 

24 (an unnamed tributary to Reeves Creek).  USFWS issued FWCA concurrence for Stream 24 

on July 1, 2011.  Please see the email below.  However, the proposed project has been 

redesigned resulting in impacts to Stream 12g.  Crittle Creek (Stream 12 g) is a fully impaired 

perennial stream.  The proposed project would result in 130 linear feet of permanent impacts due 

to the addition of a culvert.    Embedding the culvert of a minimum of 20 percent is required to 

accommodate fish passage.   

 

In summary, nine perennial streams would be impacted by the proposed project: Streams 1, 2, 

12, 12g, 13, 15, 16, and 23.   Approximately 450 linear feet (0.164 acre) of impacts would occur 

to  perennial streams.  Two  intermittent streams (8 and 24) would be impact as a result of the 

proposed project . Approximately 75 linear feet (0.007 acre) of intermittent streams would be  

impacted.  1,972 mitigation credits  would be purchased to mitigate impacts to  perennial and 

intermittent streams.   

 

In accordance with the FWCA, we are initiating coordination with you regarding these impacts.  

We believe impacts to Stream 12g and 24 are unavoidable and the mitigation  proposed is 

adequate to compensate for these impacts.   We request your concurrence with this 

determination.  If you have any comments or questions, please advise. 

 

 

 

Chetna P. Dixon | FHWA GA Division 

Environmental Coordinator 

::  404.562.3655 office  

::  chetna.dixon@dot.gov 

::  61 Forsyth Street, Ste 17T100; Atlanta, GA 30303 

 

 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail    

mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov
mailto:[mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov]
mailto:Pete_Pattavina@fws.gov
mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov
mailto:peter.stephanos@dot.gov
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From: Dixon, Chetna (FHWA) 

Sent: Monday, November 05, 2012 3:43 PM 

To: Pete_Pattavina@fws.gov; Chamblin, Douglas 

Cc: Dixon, Chetna (FHWA) 

Subject: No Effect Determination for GDOT Project CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157), PI 0009156, 0009157, 

Clayton and Henry Counties-I-75 Express (Managed Lanes) 

 

Based on the information contained in GDOT’s September 2012 Addendum to the Approved 

Ecology Resource Survey and Assessment of Effects Report and Subsequent Addenda, we have 

determined the proposed action will have no effect on federally listed threatened or endangered 

species for Clayton and Henry Counties. The nearest known bald eagle nest is located 8.5 miles 

of the proposed project.  We have determined the proposed project will not result in a “take” of 

bald eagles.  If you have any comments or questions, please advise. 

 

Thanks, 

 

 

Chetna P. Dixon | FHWA GA Division 

Environmental Coordinator 

::  404.562.3655 office  

::  61 Forsyth Street, Ste 17T100; Atlanta, GA 30303 

:: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov 

 

 

 

 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail    

 

 

 

mailto:Pete_Pattavina@fws.gov
mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov
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Summary of Public Comments:  April 2011 PIOH 

Comment Response 

Three comments suggested the 

proposed project would not work 

or would not be worth the cost, 

and that general purpose lanes 

would be preferred. 

The planned improvements will provide improved travel time 

reliability and an additional choice for motorists.  The general 

purpose (non‐tolled) travel lanes are anticipated to realize a smaller 

travel time savings as a secondary benefit due to the proposed tolled 

express lanes.  The patrons of the tolled express lanes will realize 

significant travel time savings over the No‐Build condition and over 

that of the non‐tolled general purpose lanes.  Tolled express lanes 

have proven to provide significant travel time savings and 

congestion relief in other major metropolitan areas both similar and 

larger in size than Atlanta. 

GDOT believes it is not feasible to construct additional general 

purpose lanes to meet current and future needs in metro Atlanta.  

Experience has shown that general purpose lanes in highly urbanized 

areas tend to work well initially only to fill up again as motorists 

alter their trips to avoid congested local routes.  GDOT has 

developed a Managed Lane System Plan for Metro Atlanta, which 

indicates that managed lane solutions preserve mobility choices and 

provide financially feasible improvements. 

The proposed Express Lanes would provide motorists with the most 

effective option that achieves reliable travel times and greater travel 

choices within the I‐75 corridor. 

Seven individuals were concerned 

by the limited access to the 

Express Lanes offered to Henry 

County residents.  Three 

comments in particular suggested 

that access points would be better 

located at Jodeco Road or 

Jonesboro Road, rather than 

adding an interchange at Mt. 

Carmel Road. 

GDOT explored the possibility of adding access points along the 

project corridor.  Unfortunately, the additional related costs to the 

managed lane system outweighed the benefits in each and every 

case.  Jonesboro Road, for example, is already burdened with heavy 

traffic.  Meanwhile, Jodeco Road and Eagles Landing Parkway are 

located near the mid‐point of the express lanes. Motorists who 

access or exit the lanes at these points would realize relatively little 

time savings compared to what would be realized by motorists who 

access and exit the system near its ending points.  These 

considerations coupled with the reality that Express Lanes operate 

better with fewer access points led to the decision to restrict access 

to the ends of the project and the single interchange at Mt. Carmel 

Road.  It is also important to note that traffic studies show the 

existing travel lanes will operate more efficiently with the Express 

Lanes in place; therefore, even though some Henry County residents 

will not have direct access to the Express Lanes, we believe many 

residents will realize less delay in the general purpose lanes for 

many years to come. 
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Comment Response 

One commenter offered design 

suggestions relating to slip ramp 

merging and the southbound 

transition into the Express Lanes. 

The acceleration length of the slip ramp merges in the proposed 

project would meet or exceed state and federal guidelines.  The 

project has been designed to operate efficiently as a reversible 

system taking into account both northbound (AM) and southbound 

(PM) directions. 

The southbound entrance into the Express Lanes has been designed 

based in part upon experience gained from other managed lanes 

systems around the nation. In addition, proper signage to clearly 

mark the entrance to the Express Lane system would be provided 

two miles in advance. 

One individual stated a need to 

improve mobility and congestion 

where I‐75 meets I‐675. 

GDOT is currently addressing operational problems at the I‐675/I‐75 

merge through a separate project that would add an auxiliary lane 

between Eagles Landing Parkway and I‐675.  The capacity added by 

this auxiliary lane project should alleviate some of the congestion at 

the interchange. 

The auxiliary lane project is scheduled to be let for construction later 

this year.  The I75 Express Lanes project should assist in further 

reducing congestion at the I‐75 and I‐675 interchange. 

A comment was submitted noting 

that this project does not address 

the problem of tractor trailer 

traffic. 

This project is not intended to address tractor trailer traffic.  

Recognizing that truck traffic is a concern in metro Atlanta, 

however, GDOT recently pursued a study that explored the need and 

feasibility of implementing truck only lanes (TOL) on sections of the 

interstate.  The study concluded that while TOLs relieve congestion 

for trucks, they deliver less congestion relief for overall traffic.  For 

this reason, the study did not recommend the construction of 

stand‐alone TOLs in metro Atlanta. 

An individual expressed concern 

that commuters may try to access 

the system from SR 155. 

The design does not provide access to the Express Lanes at the SR 

155 interchange.  Access from SR 155 is provided at the slip ramp 

south of Mt. Carmel Road approximately 2 miles from SR 155.  Two 

miles is sufficient distance for motorists to merge across the existing 

travel lanes and enter the Express Lanes. 

One commenter expressed 

concern that the managed lane 

system might negatively affect 

Henry County’s economy by 

limiting the ability to exit the 

system easily at shopping or 

dining destinations. 

While the Express Lanes may have some effect on where motorists 

decide to stop, the effect is likely to be limited because of the vast 

majority of trips are “through” trips, without intermediate stops.  It is 

expected that most users would typically be commuting to work or 

making longer distance trips where they have determined that the 

time savings is worth the cost of the toll. Persons making shorter 

distance trips to shop, eat, etc., along the corridor would generally 

choose the existing interstate travel lanes. 
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Comment Response 

Several individuals commented 

that the proposed interchange at 

Mt. Carmel Road would have a 

negative impact on the nearby 

community and change the area 

from rural residential to 

commercial. 

Admittedly, the proposed interchange will bring some increased 

traffic to Mt. Carmel Road.  However, the Express Lane system will 

be limited to use by cars and potentially any public transit bus 

operating in the area, though currently only the GRTA Xpress buses 

operate along I‐75.  No trucks will be allowed in the system and will 

not be using this access. As part of our design process for this 

project, effects to Mt. Carmel Road were analyzed, which identified 

the need for improvements at the intersections of Mt. Carmel with 

Mill Road and Jonesboro Road.  Additionally, analysis determined 

that the existing two‐lane road will be able to support future travel 

due to the new access.  The analysis shows that the existing two‐lane 

roadway would be adequate, but that improvements will be needed 

at the Mill Road and Jonesboro Road intersections.  These 

improvements will be included with this project. 

A number of individuals 

submitted comments requesting 

clarification on how the system 

would operate, especially on 

weekends and during peak travel 

times. 

The reversible Express Lanes System will generally operate in the 

northbound morning rush hours and southbound evening rush hours. 

However, for special events such as NASCAR races or peak spring 

break travel, GDOT will work to ensure the operation of the system 

has the lanes flowing in the direction with the highest projected 

travel demand. 

One commenter expressed 

concern about potential delays 

during construction of this 

project. 

GDOT will negotiate restrictive work hours with the contractor to 

ensure that work is conducted outside of the morning and evening 

rush hours to ease commuter delays.  In addition, all of the existing 

interstate travel lanes will be open to travel during construction. 

Two individuals requested that 

the project be extended to Exit 

212, Bill Gardner Parkway. 

A logical termini, based on technical analysis, is required for all 

federally funded projects, and the I-75 Express Lane project is no 

exception.  Traffic volumes on I‐75 diminish at Jonesboro Road, 

State Route 20/ 81, and at SR 155.  The analysis of these volumes 

indicates that improvements to I‐75 are warranted down to SR 155. 

This decision could be re‐evaluated in future years as traffic in the 

area increases. 

Seven individuals submitted 

comments relating to the tolling 

aspect of this project.  Two 

comments were related to tolling 

operations, with one person 

noting the theory is great but still 

unclear on how the system would 

work.  Another individual 

indicated that it is difficult to 

evaluate without knowing the 

actual toll.  A third person noted 

that they were not sure how they 

felt about tolling. 

Many cities across the nation have found that tolls achieve travel 

time reliability for motorists who choose to use the tolled lanes.  For 

this proposed project, the cost of the toll is not yet determined.  

However, we do know that the toll amount will fluctuate based on 

the amount of traffic congestion in the Express Lanes and the 

general purpose lanes.  As the congestion increases, so will the toll. 

In this way, fluctuating toll rates (called dynamic pricing) will help 

control traffic volumes and average travel speeds in the Express 

Lanes, ensuring that the lanes will provide a choice for more reliable 

trip times for motorists willing to pay a toll on this heavily travel 

portion of I‐75. 

One individual stated their 

concern that people would not 

want to pay a toll. 

There are toll lanes in operation throughout the nation that are fully 

used; significant travel time savings have been realized as a result. 

For this proposed project, motorists will always be able to choose 

when and if they want to use the Express Lanes and pay the toll for a 

more reliable trip time. 
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Comment Response 

One person noted that the tolling 

will assist with operation and 

maintenance of the system. 

This statement is correct. 

One commenter asked if the toll 

would ever go away. 

No.  The toll will be used to manage the traffic volume in the 

proposed Express Lanes and to maintain a minimum average speed 

to provide reliable travel time. 

One individual stated that the 

HOT3+ model is preferable as it 

is free to carpoolers, encouraging 

carpooling and cleaner air. 

The final toll policy decision will be made after consideration of 

financial, operational, and other factors. 

Source/Note:  Responses to all public comments were included in letters dated July 21, 2011 from GDOT to all who commented. 

 

Summary of Public Comments:  December 2011 PIOH 

Comment Response 

Thirty-five comments were 

submitted detailing concern over 

the Express Lane Only access 

point and the effect that a new 

interchange would have on the 

quality of life for area residents, 

as well as offering support for 

the Jonesboro Road access point 

alternative. 

Following a series of meetings with the Mt. Carmel Road area 

residents, GDOT evaluated the potential express lane-only access 

point at Mt. Carmel Road and recognized the controversy 

surrounding this proposal.  The Jonesboro Road alternative was 

developed in response to community concerns.  After analyzing the 

Jonesboro Road alternative and receiving input from the public, 

GDOT is currently proposing to take the Mt. Carmel express lane-

only access point out of consideration and we plan to move forward 

with the Jonesboro Road alternative.  In this and all proposed 

projects, GDOT appreciates input from area residents and seeks to 

develop alternatives that work best for the traveling public at large 

and those affected by improvements. 

Seven individuals submitted 

comments supportive of the Mt. 

Carmel Road access point. 

While the access point at Mt. Carmel is somewhat less expensive to 

construct, there are community impacts associated with this location.  

GDOT has evaluated operations, costs, and community impacts 

associated with both alternatives and determined that the Jonesboro 

Road alternative is the most feasible to construct. 

Four individuals submitted 

comments indicating support for 

this project and congestion relief 

in general. 

Traffic congestion costs Atlanta commuters billions of dollars in 

time and fuel each and every year, and it is a deterrent to economic 

growth and development.  We believe this project offers an 

innovative and cost-efficient alternative that will provide a valuable, 

congestion-free choice for our interstate travelers. 
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Comment Response 

Two comments were submitted 

referencing the unsuccessful 

nature of the I-85 HOT Lane 

project. 

Since the I-85 project has been open for only three months, it is too 

early to determine its ultimate success or failure.  It is also important 

to note that usage of the I-85 HOT lanes has grown fourfold since 

the opening week and that the lanes are now reaching capacity in the 

morning rush hour.  Nevertheless, GDOT is keenly aware of the 

frustrations experienced by commuters during the HOT lane opening 

and has taken away lessons learned from the I-85 opening that it will 

apply to other express lane projects. 

That said, it is important to recognize that the proposed I-75 Express 

Lanes project is dramatically different than the I-85 HOT lane 

project.  Whereas the I-85 project converted the existing high 

occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes into HOT lanes, the proposed I-75 

Express Lanes project will add new toll lanes to the existing system.  

The express lanes, therefore, represent additional capacity, and 

traffic studies show the existing travel lanes will operate more 

efficiently with the express lanes in place.  An additional difference 

between this project and the I-85 conversion project is that the I-75 

express lanes will be barrier separated from the general purpose 

lanes which will allow for more efficient usage of the lanes and for 

more effective management of traffic accidents and vehicle 

breakdowns. 

One comment was submitted 

indicating general opposition to 

the wasteful nature of the 

project. 

Express lanes are a more cost effective way of adding capacity to the 

metro Atlanta interstate system than general purpose lanes.  

Moreover, experience shows that adding capacity by constructing 

new general purpose lanes in highly urbanized areas works well 

initially, only to fill up again as motorists alter their trips to avoid 

congested local routes. 

One individual commented on 

the value of the project to 

taxpayers, noting support for the 

project if it made sense cost and 

traffic wise. 

The planned improvements will provide improved trip travel time 

reliability and an additional choice.  The patrons of the tolled express 

lanes will realize significant travel time savings over the No-Build 

condition and over that of the non-tolled general purpose lanes.  

Tolled express lanes have proven to provide significant travel time 

savings for users in other major metropolitan areas both similar to 

and larger in size than Atlanta.  Additionally, the users of the general 

purpose (non-tolled) travel lanes are anticipated to realize a smaller 

travel time savings as a secondary benefit of the proposed tolled 

express lanes, as some congestion in the general purpose lanes may 

shift to the express lanes. 

One comment was submitted 

stating concern about increased 

noise around the Brentwood 

Park Subdivision. 

As part of the project development process, GDOT must analyze 

potential impacts to the community, including noise impacts.  The 

noise impact analysis for this project is currently being conducted.  If 

impacts to residences are identified, noise abatement, including noise 

walls, will be evaluated.  If noise walls are found to be reasonable 

and feasible, written input will be gathered from affected residents to 

determine if noise walls are desired. 
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Comment Response 

One individual was concerned 

by the limited access to the 

express lanes offered to Henry 

County residents. 

Express lanes work best with limited access points.  An Express 

Lane Only access point near the southern end of the system allows 

users the opportunity for greater time savings.  Operational concerns 

coupled with the additional costs associated with more access points, 

led to the decision to restrict access to the ends of the project and the 

single interchange at Jonesboro Road. 

It is also important to note that traffic studies show the existing 

travel lanes will operate more efficiently with the express lanes in 

place; therefore, even though some Henry County residents will not 

have direct access to the express lanes, commuters in the general 

purpose lanes may realize some improvement in commute times. 

One individual questioned 

whether commuters living near 

Hudson Bridge Road/Eagles 

Landing Parkway and SR 138 

would actually drive to 

Jonesboro Road or Mt. Carmel 

to access the system. 

Since the project terminates just north of Hudson Bridge Road/ 

Eagles Landing Parkway and SR 138 and the time travel savings will 

be minimal from Eagles Landing Parkway, GDOT does not 

anticipate that commuters from those roadways will drive 

southbound to get on the express lanes. 

One individual stated a 

preference that the lanes not be 

barrier-separated so that anyone 

could use them. 

This project specifically calls for the express lanes to be reversible.  

For safety purposes, reversible interstate lanes must be barrier 

separated. 

One commenter suggested a 

desire for a roundabout at Mt. 

Carmel Road and Mill Road. 

Improvements to intersections, such as the one at Mill Road and Mt. 

Carmel Road, can only be considered if they are directly impacted 

by the project.  Based on a number of factors, including community 

impacts and public input, the location of the express lane access 

point has been changed from Mt. Carmel Road to Jonesboro Road.  

As such, the intersection of Mill Road and Mt. Carmel Road is not 

directly impacted by the project.  Hence, a roundabout at that 

intersection will not be considered as part of this express lane 

project.  The project does, however, propose signalization of the 

intersection of Mt. Carmel Road and Jonesboro Road. 

An individual expressed concern 

that commuters may try to 

access the system from Hwy 155 

and questioned whether space 

was available to safely do so. 

The design does not provide access to the express lanes at the SR 

155 interchange.  Access from SR 155 is provided at the slip ramp 

south of Mt. Carmel Road approximately 2 miles from SR 155.  Two 

miles is sufficient distance for motorists to merge across the existing 

travel lanes and enter the express lanes. 

One individual stated that the 

cause of the slow down on I-75 

is the hill between Eagles 

Landing Parkway and I-675. 

GDOT acknowledges that northbound congestion between Eagles 

Landing Parkway and I-675 is a problem, and is seeking to address 

this issue with the proposed I-75 Express Lanes project and with the 

addition of a northbound auxiliary lane between Eagles Landing 

Parkway and I-675.  The auxiliary lane project is scheduled for 

construction in mid-2012.  While this project does not affect the 

grade of the hill, we anticipate that traffic conditions on this section 

of I-75 will be improved once the lane is completed. 

A second individual commented 

that better signage announcing 

the split of I-75 and I-675 may 

reduce some congestion. 

Though existing signage meets federal standards, GDOT will review 

the signage during the development of the construction plans and if 

appropriate, make changes. 
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Comment Response 

One comment stated that 

construction should not affect 

traffic flow. 

On interstate projects, GDOT is conscious of the impacts of 

construction-related lane closures.  As with all projects, GDOT will 

coordinate with the contractor to come up with working hours 

outside morning and evening rush hours to ease commuter delays.  

In addition, all of the existing interstate travel lanes will be open 

during the peak hour commute. 

Several comments were 

submitted regarding traffic 

operations.  One comment 

suggested that either access point 

would adversely affect the 

function of Jonesboro Road and 

would increase traffic volume 

into the McDonough Square. 

Travel demand modeling software is being used in the development 

of this project.  The results of our modeling do show a future 

increase in traffic volumes along Jonesboro Road.  This is, in part, 

because the model recognizes the potential for reduced travel times 

for those commuters who had been using SR 41 and it reroutes 

traffic from SR 41 to the express lanes system by way of Jonesboro 

Road.  This anticipated increase in traffic has been accounted for in 

our analysis and any recommendations provided were based on the 

future assumed traffic volumes. 

Regarding traffic at the Square, though no direct analysis was 

completed, it is assumed in the model that some commuters 

currently using US 23/SR 41 to go towards Atlanta may prefer to use 

the express lanes along I-75 for better commute times.  If this is the 

case, overall congestion of US 23/SR 41 may be reduced. 

Another individual questioned 

the increased traffic on 

Jonesboro Road during peak 

hours. 

The model developed to predict traffic patterns for this project does 

not show significant numbers of new drivers along Jonesboro Road.  

In the future, some of the drivers who are currently using I-75 and 

the interchange with Jonesboro Road will be using the express lane 

access.  New trips from SR 20 will not be expected on Jonesboro 

Road due to the express lane access since commuters from SR 20 

area can access the express lanes from I-75 slip ramps.  There may 

be few additional vehicles from the Jodeco Road area.  These trips 

were anticipated and used in the traffic model built to evaluate the 

traffic conditions in the area. 

Traffic analysis was performed for this additional traffic at the 

interchange crossing over to get to the express lane access. With 

updated signal timing, the existing roadway will be able to handle 

this additional traffic. 

One individual questioned 

increases in traffic on Chambers 

Road, Mt. Carmel Road, Oak 

Grove Road, and Foster Drive, 

and asked GDOT to determine 

traffic projections for the roads 

and obtain counts to determine 

what improvements may be 

necessary. 

There will be a slight increase in traffic along each of these roads 

due to the interchange, but the increase would be roughly the same 

whether the interchange is built at Mt. Carmel Road or at Jonesboro 

Road.  Traffic analysis shows that improvements will not be needed 

on any of these roads to accommodate the slight increase in traffic 

generated by the interchange. 
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Comment Response 

Three individuals submitted 

comments opposing the tolling 

aspect of this project.  One 

individual stated this is not an 

improvement and taxes are 

already too high. 

Unfortunately, with the growing need to address traffic congestion in 

the metro area, we believe tolling is an option that must be 

considered.  The primary purpose of the express lanes along I-75 is 

to provide drivers with a choice for a reliable travel time.  The use of 

the system is solely at the discretion of the driver, who may choose 

to use the lanes every day or just on occasions when a more reliable 

trip time is needed.  The funding for this project has been allocated 

and is not based on future increase in state taxes. 

One person asked if toll booths 

were considered for this project 

so that one could still access the 

lanes without purchasing a Peach 

Pass. 

The tolling details for this project will be handled by the State Road 

and Tollway Authority (SRTA).  Although the details of options for 

toll collection have not yet been finalized, the express lane design for 

this concept does not allow for toll booths.  The cost to purchase the 

additional right-of-way required, and the operations involved in 

having travelers stop to pay a toll, make toll booths undesirable.  The 

tolling cost would be paid by registering for a Peach Pass.  There is 

currently no cost for the Peach Pass; you simply open an account and 

pre-pay for your tolls.  The concept of video tolling is also being 

considered.  Video tolling allows motorists to be billed for tolls after 

they have used the system. 

One comment was submitted 

stating that the toll should be 

capped at $1.00. 

The actual toll rates have not yet been set, but the toll rate would not 

be a flat fee and it likely would not be capped at $1.00.  The tolling 

policy and actual toll rates would be set closer to the project 

opening.  We do know, however, that the toll would be based on 

demand, and thus, would fluctuate throughout the day.  The toll 

would be determined by the number of motorists who want to use 

the express lanes when the general purpose lanes are congested.  

Since the express lanes must maintain free-flowing traffic, as 

congestion increases in the express lanes, so will the toll.  GDOT 

will closely monitor traffic conditions so that the toll can be adjusted 

throughout the day to manage demand. 
Source/Note:  Responses to all public comments were included in letters dated February 10, 2012 from GDOT to all who 

commented. 
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APPENDIX B 

ADVERSE IMPACT FACTORS FOR RIVERINE SYSTEMS WORKSHEETS 



 

 

 

 

Interstate 75 Managed Lanes 
GDOT Project CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157), Henry & Clayton Counties 

P.I.# 0009156 & 0009157 

                                               Reversible Managed Lanes Alternative 

  ADVERSE IMPACT FACTORS FOR RIVERINE SYSTEMS WORKSHEET 
 Stream Type 

Impacted 
Intermittent 

0.1 
Perennial Stream > 15′ in width 

0.4 
Perennial Stream ≤ 15′ in width 

0.8 
 Priority 

Area 
Tertiary 

0.5 
Secondary 

0.8 
Primary 

1.5 
 Existing 

Condition 
Fully Impaired 

0.25 
Somewhat Impaired 

0.5 
Fully Functional 

1.0 
 Duration Temporary Recurrent Permanent 
   0.05 0.1 0.2 
 Dominant 

Impact 
Shade/Clear Utility 

X-ing 
Bank  
Armor 

Detention Stream 
X-ing 

(≤ 100′) 

Impound Morphologic 
Change 

Pipe 
(>100′) 

Fill 

   0.05 0.4 0.7 1.5 1.7 2.7 2.7 3 3.0 
 Scaling 

Factor 
(linear feet) 

<100′ 
impact 

100- 
200′ 

impact 

201- 
500′ 

impact 

501- 
1000′ 
impact 

> 1000′ impact 
0.4 for each 1000′ of impact 

(round impacts to the nearest 1000′) 
(example: 2,200′ of impact - scaling factor = 0.8; 

2,800′ of impact - scaling factor - 1.2) 
   

0 0.05 0.1 0.2 
                                                                                             
 Reaches to Be Impacted Stream 1 Stream 2 Stream 3 Stream 8 Stream 12 
 Simon Channel Evolution 

Stage 
II II II II II 

 Rosgen Stream Type /D50 G3 G3 G4 G4 G3 
 Criteria for Selecting Existing 

Condition For Each Reach 
Visual Visual Visual Visual Visual 

 Bankfull Width and Depth Width: 12-20 ft Width: 12-18 ft Width: 12-22 ft Width: 1-6 ft Width: 13-22 ft  
 Depth: 3-4 ft Depth: 1-3 ft Depth: 1-3 ft Depth:0.5-1.5 ft  Depth: 2-3 ft 
 Bankfull Indicators (attach 

photograph showing bankfull) 
Photograph 2 in Photo Log Photograph 3 in 

Photo Log 
Photograph 4 in Photo 

Log 
Photos 10-13 in 

Photo Log 
Photograph 18 in 

Photo Log 
   
 Factor Stream 1 (culvert ext.) Stream 2 (culvert 

ext.) 
Stream 3 (culvert 

ext.) 
Stream 8 

(culvert ext.) 
Stream 12 (culvert 

ext.) 
 Stream Type Impacted 0.40 0.80 0.40 0.10 0.40 
 



 

 

 

Priorty Area 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 
 Existing Condition 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 
 Duration 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 
 Dominant Impact 1.70 1.70 1.70 1.70 1.70 
 Scaling Factor 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 
 Sum of Factors(M) 3.40 3.80 3.40 3.10 3.40 
 # Feet of Stream Impact(LF) 25 50 50 25 50 
 M x LF 85.00 190.00 170.00 77.50 170.00 
                                                

          
Required Mitigation Credits / Page 1 =  

 

692.50 
          



 

 

 

 

Interstate 75 Managed Lanes 
GDOT Project CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157), Henry & Clayton Counties 

P.I.# 0009156 & 0009157 
 Reversible Managed Lanes Alternative 

                                               ADVERSE IMPACT FACTORS FOR RIVERINE SYSTEMS WORKSHEET 
Stream Type 

Impacted 
Intermittent 

0.1 
Perennial Stream > 15′ in width 

0.4 
Perennial Stream ≤ 15′ in width 

0.8 

Priority 
Area 

Tertiary 
0.5 

Secondary 
0.8 

Primary 
1.5 

Existing 
Condition 

Fully Impaired 
0.25 

Somewhat Impaired 
0.5 

Fully Functional 
1.0 

Duration Temporary Recurrent Permanent 
  0.05 0.1 0.2 

Dominant 
Impact 

Shade/Clea
r 

Utility 
X-ing 

Bank  
Armor 

Detention Stream 
X-ing 

(≤ 100′) 

Impound Morphologic 
Change 

Pipe 
(>100′) 

Fill 

  0.05 0.4 0.7 1.5 1.7 2.7 2.7 3 3.0 

Scaling 
Factor 

(linear feet) 

<100′ 
impact 

100- 
200′ 

impact 

201- 
500′ 

impact 

501- 
1000′ 
impact 

> 1000′ impact 
0.4 for each 1000′ of impact 

(round impacts to the nearest 1000′) 
(example: 2,200′ of impact - scaling factor = 0.8; 

2,800′ of impact - scaling factor - 1.2) 
  

0 0.05 0.1 0.2 

  

Reaches to Be Impacted Stream 13 Stream 15 Stream 16 Stream 23 Stream 24 

Simon Channel Evolution Stage II II II II III 

Rosgen Stream Type /D50 G3 A5 B3 G4 G4 

Criteria for Selecting Existing Condition For 
Each Reach 

Visual Visual Visual Visual Visual 

Bankfull Width and Depth 
Width: 6-11 ft Width: 12-14 ft Width: 40-45 ft 

Width: 15-20 
ft 

Width: 3-6 ft 

Depth: 1-2 ft Depth: 1-3 ft Depth: 2-4 ft Depth: 3-4 ft Depth: 1-2 ft 

Bankfull Indicators (attach photograph showing 
bankfull) 

Photograph 19 in Photo 
Log 

Photos 21-22 
in Photo Log 

Photos 23-24 in 
Photo Log 

Photograph 
27 in Photo 

Log 

Photograph 29 in 
Photo Log 

  

Factor Stream 13 (culvert ext.) Stream 15 
(culvert ext.) 

Stream 16 
(culvert ext.) 

Stream 23 
(culvert 

Stream 24 (new 
culvert) 



 

 

 

ext.) 

Stream Type Impacted 0.80 0.80 0.40 0.40 0.10 

Priorty Area 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 

Existing Condition 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.25 

Duration 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 

Dominant Impact 1.70 1.70 1.70 1.70 1.70 

Scaling Factor 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 

Sum of Factors(M) 3.80 3.80 3.40 3.40 2.85 

# Feet of Stream Impact(LF) 30 20 20 75 50 

M x LF 114.00 76.00 68.00 255.00 142.50 

Required Mitigation Credits / Page 2 = 
 

655.50 
         Cumulative Mitigation Credits Required for the Project (HUC 03070103) = 

 

1348.00 
         



 

 

 

 

GDOT Project CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157), Henry & Clayton Counties 
P. I. #:  0009156 & 0009157 

        Reversible Managed Lanes Alternative 
ADVERSE IMPACT FACTORS 

Factor Options 

Dominant Effect Fill 
2.0 

Impound 
1.8 

Dredge 
1.6 

Drain 
1.4 

Flood 
1.2 

Clear 
1.0 

Shade 
0.5 

Duration of Effects 7+ years 
2.0 

5-7 years 
1.5 

3-5 years 
1.0 

1-3 
years 
0.5 

<1 year                                                                                                                                                     
0.1 

    

Existing Condition Class 1 
2.0 

Class 2 
1.5 

Class 3 
1.0 

Class 4 
0.5 

Class 5 
0.1 

    

Lost Kind Kind A 
2.0 

Kind B 
1.5 

Kind C 
1.0 

Kind D 
0.5 

Kind E 
0.1 

    

Preventability High 
2.0 

Moderate 
1.0 

Low 
0.5 

None 
0 

      

Rarity Ranking Rare 
2.0 

Uncommon 
0.5 

Common 
0.1 

        

                REQUIRED MITIGATION CREDITS WORKSHEET 

Factor Wetland 9 
Permanent 

Wetland 17 
Permanent 

Wetland 18 
Permanent 

        

Dominant Effect 2.0 2.0 2.0         

Duration of Effects 2.0 2.0 2.0         

Existing Condition 1.0 1.0 1.0         

Lost Kind 1.5 1.5 1.5         

Preventability 0.5 0.5 0.5         

Rarity Ranking 0.1 0.1 0.1         

Sum of r Factors (R) 7.1 7.1 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Impacted Area (AA) 0.115 0.023 0.168         

R x AA 0.82 0.16 1.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

        

  
Required Credits / Page 1 =  

                                
2.17  

                                         March 2011 
      

Page 1 of 1 
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SPECIAL PROVISION 107.23G:  PROTECTION OF FEDERALLY PROTECTED SPECIES 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

STATE OF GEORGIA 

 

SPECIAL PROVISION 

 

PROJECT: CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157) HENRY & CLAYTON COUNTIES 

P.I.# 0009156 & 0009157 

 

Section 107 – Legal Regulations and Responsibility to the Public 

-

__________________________________________________________________

______ 

Add the following to Subsection 107.23: 

G.  Protection of Federally Protected Species 

The following conditions are intended as a minimum to protect these species and its habitat 

during any activities that are in close proximity to the known location(s) of these species.  When 

there is a conflict between the General Provisions and the Special Provisions, these Special 

Provisions will govern the work. 

1. The Contractor shall advise all project personnel employed on this project about the potential 

presence and appearance of the federally protected barn swallow (Hirundo rustica), cliff swallow 

(Petrochelidon pyrrhonota), and eastern phoebe (Sayornis phoebe).  Migratory bird nests were 

observed within the box culverts where Camp Creek (Stream 1), Birch Creek (Stream 2), Crittle 

Creek (Stream 4), Walnut Creek (Stream 5), Pates Creek (Stream 8), Rum Creek (Stream 13), Reeves 

Creek (Stream 15), and Panther Creek (Stream 27l) cross the project corridor.  All personnel shall be 

advised that there are civil and criminal penalties for harassing, harming, pursuing, hunting, shooting, 

wounding, killing, capturing, or collecting these species in knowing violation of the Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act of 1918. Pictures and habitat information will be provided to the Contractor at the 

preconstruction conference and shall be posted in a conspicuous location in the project field office 

until such time that Final Acceptance of the project is made. 

2. Work on bridges and culverts shall take place outside of the breeding and nesting season of phoebes 

and swallows, which begins April 1 and extends through August 31, unless exclusionary barriers are 

put in place to prevent birds from nesting beneath the existing bridge.  Exclusionary devices in the 

form of netting made of plastic, canvas or other materials that are proposed by the contractor may be 

installed on the bridge(s) prior to March 1 or after August 31, but in no time in between this period.  

If exclusionary barriers are to be used, these steps shall be followed: 

a. Notify the project ecologist by phone (404) 631-1100 of the decision to install exclusionary 

devices under the existing bridge and the date of installation, prior to the installation of any 

exclusionary devices. 
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b. Check the underside of the bridge for nests prior to the placement of exclusionary netting. If 

nests are present, check to ensure that eggs or birds are not present in the nests. If the nests are 

found to be occupied, postpone construction activities associated with the bridge until after 

August 31 when the breeding season is complete.  

c. Place exclusionary netting along the full length of the bridge to prevent the birds from 

accessing any existing nesting habitat. Installed netting prior to March 1 and leave in place until 

August 31 or until the bridgework is complete, whichever occurs first. If the exclusionary 

netting fails to prevent nesting (i.e., birds are able to bypass barriers and build nests), postpone 

construction activities associated with the bridge until after August 31.  

d. During construction activities, inspect exclusionary netting for holes or other defects that 

impair the netting’s ability to exclude phoebes or swallows from inhabiting the bridge. Any 

holes or defects shall be repaired immediately. 

3. In the event any incident occurs that causes harm or that could be detrimental to the continued 

existence of the barn swallow, cliff swallow, and eastern phoebe along the project corridor, the 

Contractor shall report the incident immediately to the Project Engineer who in turn will notify Glenn 

Bowman, State Environmental Administrator, Georgia Department of Transportation, Office of 

Environmental Services at (404) 631-1101. All activity shall cease pending consultation by the 

Department with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the lead Federal Agency. 

4. The Contractor shall keep a log detailing any sightings or injury to barn swallows, cliff swallows, and 

eastern phoebes in or adjacent to the project until such time that Final Acceptance of the project is 

made. Following project completion, the log and a report summarizing any incidents and/or sightings 

with these species shall be submitted by the Contractor to the: 

a. Project Engineer;  

b. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Athens Field Office, 105 West Park Drive, Suite D, Athens, 

Georgia 30606;  

c. Glenn Bowman, P.E., State Environmental Administrator, Georgia Department of 

Transportation, Office of Environmental Services, 600 West Peachtree Street NW, Atlanta, 

Georgia 30308;  

d. Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife Resources Division, Nongame Wildlife 

Regional Office, 116 Rum Creek Drive, Forsyth, GA  31029; and 

e. Federal Highway Administration, Georgia Division, 61 Forsyth Street, S.W., Suite 17T100, 

Atlanta, Georgia 30303-3104. 

5. All costs pertaining to any requirement contained herein shall be included in the overall bid submitted 

unless such requirement is designated as a separate Pay Item in the Proposal. 

 

 


